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Crusade for Defeat: inci oof now exists of a formidable conspiracy directed from the White 
House — under the very ‘nésé-ef” Ike —to destroy the Republican Party in the fall elections by 
liquidating Middle West Republicans. It is in this area that the GOP has been inflexibly opposed to 
the internationalism and socialism of the New Deal which the Eisenhower Administration seems deter- 
mined to perpetuate and expand. If this hard core of GOP Americanism can be liquidated — the 
traditional two party system will be ended and the nation committed securely to a uniform policy of 
extending the New Deal whether under Republican or Democratic labels. The conspiracy is compounded 
of the following developments: 


_ (1) In 1950 the ADA (Americans for Democratie Action — the socialist organization that domi- 
nated the Truman Administration) formally signified its intention of invading the Republican Party. 
Shortly thereafter newspaper columnists supporting the ADA began to report a new movement of “liberal 
Republicans” which eventually emerged as “Republican Advance”. This group was spearheaded by 
Russell Davenport, Time and Life Editor, campaign manager for Wendell Willkie and ardent “one-worlder”. 


On July 4 of 1950, in Philadelphia, the new. movement prepared a program in sharp opposition to 
that announced in February by House and Senate Republican leaders. The latter’s program was an all- 
out attack on the socialism and Communism of the Truman Administration. “Republican Advance” pro- 
posed playing down a GOP campaign against socialism and Communists in government and adopted in 
substance the Truman line. 


Among twenty-one Republican Congressmen indorsing this soft-pedaling program was Richard Nixon 
then campaigning for the Senate in California. To some observers Nixon’s alliance with “Republican 
Advance” explains why after his election to the Senate he became mystifyingly apathetic towards Com- 
munism:— ‘though he had originally broken the Hiss case — and why he was picked to be Ike’s running 
mate in 59. All of the 21 Congressmen indorsing “Republican Advance” ‘were arly: in the field for 
the nomination of Eisenhower and all today are in high standing at the White House. | 


(2) A month after “Republican Advance” issued its program in opposition to that of GOP House 
and Senate leaders, Congressional investigators revealed that efforts of the ADA “seeking to infiltrate the 
Republican Party” were being directed from the White House by a Truman assistant — David D. Lloyd. 
While holding down a $10,000 post at the White House, Lloyd was reportedly “director of research and 
legislation” for the ADA and was also one of the 81 cases presented by Senator McCarthy to the Senate 
in February, 1950. 


(3) Several months before the Republican convention in ’52, a highly confidential document was cir- 
culated among a few top Republican leaders. It pointed out that in ’32 Roosevelt had been elected on 
a traditional Democratic platform — but that within a very short time a radical wing within the party 
with the powerful aid of the Presidency had taken over the whole party. Citing the numerous left-wing 
supporters of the Eisenhower candidacy, the document — prepared by able researchers — warned that 
these were evidently counting on electing Eisenhower so that they could use the White House to accom- 
plish in the Republican Party what other leftists had accomplished in the Democratic Party. Observers 
point out that after only one year of the Eisenhower Administration, it is ominously obvious how New 
Dealers, wearing the Republican label, have seized control of the White House. 
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(4) Last year the “Citizens for Ike Clubs” were reactivated — and from the White House — by 


Stanley Rumbough, on the White House Staff, and son-in-law of Mrs. Joseph Davies. According to John T. § becau 
Flynn in the February American Mercury, Ike’s financial interests in his writings including the rich haul 
he made.off his book Crusade In Europe by a special income tax ruling, “‘is superintended by such a stal- 9 hers, 
wart New Dealer as Joe Davies of Mission To Moscow fame”. comm 
In the reactivation of the “Ike Clubs”, reliable sources inform us that “Republican Advance” was §§ prest! 
absorbed. Last December the reactivated organization was reported by. ‘oscoe Drummond in the Herald § for w 
Tribune as having prepared a program. He quoted parts of it and a check of the platforms of the ADA [J Scott 
in June, 1953 and the Democratic Party in 1952 reveals an astonishing similarity. of sec 
(5) The February meeting this year of the Republican National Committee included a visitor, Mrs. 
Chapman Rose, the liaison representative between the “Citizens for Ike Clubs” and the National Com- § “Thi 
mittee. Mr. Rose is Assistant Secretary of the Treasury but also served under the Truman Adminis- § whic 
tration. Mrs. Rose tried to give those present a glowing report on how the “Ike Clubs” would be of great ing”, 
help in the coming campaign — but a National Comitteewoman from the Middle West, threw the meet- and § 
ing into an uproar when she told how in Illinois the “Ike Clubs” were actually running in the primaries §§ to th 
their own candidates for the House and Senate in opposition to present Republican incumbents. dern 
(6) The national offices of the “Ike Clubs” are in the Dupont Circle Building, Washington, D. C. In since 
one room there is a large map of the United States on a wall. There are solid clusters of blue pins on Puet 
the Midwestern portion and very few elsewhere. An employee explained to a visitor that the pins rep- TV 
resented localities which had requested financial help from national headquarters in the coming congres- 
sional campaign. Thus are confirmed reports that the purpose of “Citizens for Ike Clubs” is to unseat long 
congressmen whose Americanism could never subscribe to an ADA-Democratic Party-Ike Clubs legisla- on 
tive program for New Deal socialism and internationalism. eet 
Only an arising, well organized, within the GOP can prevent this crusade for defeat. oo 





Crusade for Victory: Whatever the result of Senator Lennon’s (D., N.C.) move to force the Senate 
to reconsider its defeat of the George Amendment, the fight to prevent treaties or executive agreements 
from changing the Constitution will go stoutly forward. Defeat of the George Amendment was at first 
deeply discouraging. Bricker supporters understood that the Georgia Senator had put forward his amend- 
ment (weaker than the revised Bricker Amendment) solely in a desperate effort to push something by the 
Senate and get it into the House where, it was expected, a much stronger amendment would emerge. Pessi- 
mism, however, was quickly succeeded by a fierce determination to carry the fight, if necessary, to the 
people while a closer review of what actually happened — and its significance — spurred hopes. 


(1) In the defeat of the George Amendment the legend of Ike as the irresistibly popular leader in dec 
the White House was punctured. The President lost not only a majority of his own Party but a majority put 
of the Democrats as well. Worse still, the Administration’s floor leader in the Senate — Knowland (R., 

Cal.) — walked out on him. as 

(2) The great majority of those voting against the George Amendment was easily identified with 
such figures as Fulbright of Arkansas, the Rhodes Scholar; that UN idolator, Wiley of Wisconsin; the ere 
former State Department appointee of Acheson, Cooper of Kentucky; Bush, the international banker of . 
Connecticut; the whirling dervish of world government, Kefauver of Tennessee; and the ADA henchmen 
of New Deal socialism, Humphrey of Minnesota and Ives of New York. Those voting against the George 3 
Amendment removed all doubts about their being puppets of the internationalists who are striving so . 
frantically to abolish US sovereignty. The prospects that indignant and aroused home folks may greatly N 
thin their ranks when they come up for re-election is accordingly heightened. i 

Tl 





Puerto Rico: The vile attempt to assassinate members of Congress has, of course, focussed attention on 
the Communist menace, since most observers believe the shocking deed was inspired by the Reds. (Apart 


from direct evidence of Red influence, the opinion is that independence has nothing to.do with the matter, 
because the U.S. has offered the territory independence and the population voted it: down.) 


Additionally, Congress is already facing up to the problem of tightening up security to protect mem- 
bers. Figures like McCarthy and Jenner should be given bodyguards, particularly in view of congressional 
committee evidence that the Reds discussed assassination of the former. Secretary of State Dulles (whose 
prestige is sliding downward because of his appeasement of the Chinese Reds recently) deserves rebuke 
for weak security in his Department by taking Personnel (power to hire and fire) out of the hands of Mr. 


Scott McLeod, the security chief who has been the first in many years to make a strong effort to purge State 
of security risks. 


One other lesson is drawn from the bloody episode in the House. An economist was heard to say: 
“This is the end product of fifty years of Point IV”. For Puerto Rico is indeed an example of Point IV, 
which means giving money and know-how to an “underdeveloped country” to “lift its standard of liv- 
ing”, and we have been at it for over a half century. Since ’98 an estimated billion dollars of private 
and government aid has been poured into the island; and the Puerto Ricans were given the right to emigrate 
to the U.S. and to sell freely to us. What have we got to show for it? All reports describe poverty, un- 
dernourishment,. underdevelopment, overpopulation (the number of inhabitants has more than doubled 
since 98) — and assassination. The sanguinary episode this week can be of use, if it teaches us that 
Puerto Rico is an example of “Point IV” and that we should drop such unrewarding projects. 


TV Front: We are indebted to the Daily Worker for confirming what we and many other persons had 
long thought about certain broadcasters on radio and TV. Last week we told you about how this Com- 
munist paper heaped praise on Frank Edwards and John Vandercook and also had a nice pat on the 
back for Ed Murrow. Edwards and Vandercook speak for the socialistic labor bosses, but Murrow is spon- 
sored by that citadel of private enterprise — the Aluminum Company of America (ALCOA to you)— 
founded by Andrew Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury under Republican presidents in the Twenties. 


The Daily Worker (February 26) has more praise for Murrow and his TV program “See It Now”, 
but also sheds light on another TV personage who has long been a source of wonder to those hewing to the 


American line in the battle of Senator McCarthy versus Red infiltrators. This TV phenomenon is Walter 
Kronkite. 


Judging from the Daily Worker, Kronkite’s TV program “You Are There” is giving lusty support to 
those trying to down the Wisconsin Senator, while suggesting that the Rosenbergs who died in the electric 
chair after a completely fair trial for betraying the nation’s atom secrets are guiltless martyrs. The Com- 
munist organ says: “And when the Rosenberg case was reaching its climax ‘You Are There’ presented 
a dramatization of the Dreyfus case showing how seemingly irrefutable evidence was based on lies and 


deceit is an engineered frame-up. At the same period Joan of Arc was presented showing the pressure 
put on her to confess.” 


The Daily Worker commends “You Are There” for doing a “special reenactment of the Salem Witch- 
craft trials which has particular significance for today’s witch-hunts”. 


Commercial sponsors of Kronkite’s “You Are There” are the Electric Companies Advertising Pro- 
gram (not connected with either the National Association of Electric Companies or the Edison Electrical 
Institute and the Prudential Life Insurance Company). 


It is hardly encouraging to find such powerful private interests giving help to the Red front through 
a TV program which reaches millions. 


Not Merely Gossip: The Air Corps has purchased 40,000 copies of Wings For Peace (Henry Reg- 
nery Co., Chicago) by General Bonner Fellers, for distribution to its instruction centers and personnel. 
This volume is a plea for the air concept of National Defense and was thoroughly buried, after its publica- 
tion a year ago, by the New Deal corps of reviewers. The mass purchase of copies is symptomatic of 
the decision, last November, by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to discard mass ground warfare strategy in fa- 





vor of reliance on”dur-natural genius for air warfare. This was a view advocated (despite derision 
from the Truman-Fair Deal Government) by Senator Taft and ex-President Hoover. Fellers was an ad- 
visor to Taft and Hoover in defense matters. 


@ One 1956 presidential boom received no little impetus last week when Governor Allan Shivers 
of Texas made a talk here. He said little, but it was the way he said it — the sincerity, the rich and 
youthful spirit and attractive personality — which set tongues wagging about’ “Shiyers in 56”. One 
rumor arose — that Shivers is ambitious to win the Democratic nomination. But some who know him say 
-no, say that in 1952 Shivers learned from the defeat of Senator Russell at Chicago. Russell, conserva- 
tive Democrat from Georgia, waged a serious campaign for the head of the Democratic ticket, but was 
overwhelmed at the Chicago convention. Since then most Southern Democrats have felt that it is im- 
possible for one of their number to overcome the opposition of the labor-“liberal” phalanx, who have 
demonstrated that they control Democratic conventions. 


Rather, it is believed, Shivers would seek to lead a North-South coalition of conservatives, both 
Democrats and Republicans. It is surprising how much discussion goes on along that line here in Wash- 
ington. Last week at a dinner, we sat near three prominent people — two of them GOP members of Con- 
gress — and the feature of the conversation was their demand for “realignment” in a “third party”. 


Book Front: The Twenty-Year Revolution — From Roosevelt to Eisenhower, by Chesly Manly. 272 
pp. Index. Henry Regnery Company, Chicago. Price: $4.00. 


“The question now is whether the American Republic, born in a patriotic revolution against foreign 
oppressors, can survive a stealthy, encroaching revolution, motivated by treasonous allegiance to alien 
ideologies.” Thus Chesly Manly, noted correspondent of the Chicago Tribune, describes the issue con- 
fronting us today, and thereby states the theme of his excellent book. 


McCarthy’s summation is “twenty years of treason”, a judgment in which Manly concurs. What 
Manly sees in clear perspective is that the New Deal of the early years of the regime of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt is but part of a revolution, planned and in large part executed by Soviet agents and their “lib- 
eral” dupes. Hence, the canvas of his book, crowded with characters whose interrelated careers have re- 
ceived proper attention’ from the FBI, extends from the days when the Union Square delegation left Penn- 
sylvania Station for the District of Columbia, right down to this month when Senators Bricker and George 
grappled with a Senatorial opposition to their amendments filled: with members of the Fair Deal. 


Certain chapters merit special praise, such as “Roosevelt Rebels Against the Constitution” ; ““He Lied 
Us Into War’; “Unconditional Surrender — to Stalin”; “Truman, Traitors and Red Herrings”; “The 
United Nations Conspiracy”; and “Revolution by Treaty”. It is no criticism of the author to say that in 
the UN chapter, he does not tell all he knows about that appalling institution. It is rumored that Manly 
(who has for some years covered the UN for the Tribune), is planning a book entirely devoted to that 
controversial subject. 


But the author has not merely been confined to New York studying the incredible organization on 
the East River. He served many years in the Washington Bureau of his paper and is able to draw on his 
long background of knowledge of the Capital. (Many here recall his scoop on the military plans of FDR 
for sending a mass army abroad in 1941, at a time when the President was professing neutrality.) 
Manly lived through those years when Executive duplicity reached its height. The story he tells is well- 
documented, straight-from-the-shoulder and intensely American. The Twenty-Year Revolution should 
serve as an indispensable handbook for writers, lawyers, teachers, clubwomen and all opinion-formers in 
this election year. 
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BERLIN: THE REPUBLICAN YAL 


By Frepa UTLEY 


ine TO FIND OUT, in Berlin, what was really going on at the Berlin Conference was 
like reading Pravda and Isvestia with a view to ascertaining the facts behind the ver- 
biage and propaganda. 

Outwardly, the Western Foreign Ministers were acting in complete harmony and all 
of them made some very fine speeches. Molotov, for his part, gave back as good as he 
got. To judge from appearances, Dulles was leading a united Western front, and neither 
America, Britain nor France seemed any more disposed to make dirty deals with the 
Communists than Molotov was to do business with the ‘capitalist imperialists”. In a 
word, the actors on the stage clearly enunciated their incompatible positions and aims 
while the audience was left wondering what was going on behind the scenes. ' 

In the corridors of the International Press Center on Potsdammerstrasse, where some 
1200 foreign correspondents kicked their heels waiting for the official handouts, at the 
Maison Francais on Kurfurstendam, where journalists congregated in the evenings, and 
in other bars, restaurants, and hotel lobbies, rumors and “‘inside stories” of disagreement 
in the Western camp and of secret back-stage deals with Moscow made much conversation. 

An American friend of mine who is sympathetic to the British viewpoint, told me 
— when I arrived in Berlin — that he knew from both reliable British and close-to-Eisen- 
hower American sources, that before the conference, under cover of atomic talks, Dulles 
and the Soviet Ambassador had worked out a compromise in Washington. According 
to his sources, the U.S. would accept “‘the fact”? that we have no alternative short of war 
but to recognize the Red Chinese Government. Soviet Russia for her part was to recognize 
that she had no alternative but to give up East Germany, and permit the reunification of 
Germany, provided that it was agreed that a united and free Germany was not obligated 
to join the European Defense Community. , 

This ‘inside information” was rendered credible by several facts. There was, in 
particular, Ambassador Arthur H. Dean’s statement on the eve of the Berlin Conference 
(reported in the New York Times on January 23) that we ought to take ‘‘a new look” 
at Red China and “be prepared to admit them to the family of nations” in about two 
years. And, last December, one of the leading German Social Democratic members of 
the Bonn Parliament, Fritz Erler, had told me that a “swap” of this nature was the hope 
and aim of the German Socialists. | 
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In this connection, it was not without significance that German official circles in Bonn § 
complained about High Commissioner Conant speaking mainly, if not only, to the Social- 
ists. On January 25 gre Socialist paper, Hannoversche Presse, had an article saying that §J 
the U.S. was now cooler toward Adenauer, and that Washington had shown an “obvious 

intention” to strengthen United States’ ties with his opposition, the German socialists. 







' At the beginning of the conference there were two positive factors: (1) Dulles’ re- 
jection of Soviet Russia’s proposal for a Five Power conference; and (2) Molotov’s dem- 
onstration that the Kremlin had no intention of relinquishing its hold over East Germany 
for any price. These seemed to me to discredit the prophesy of Leon Dennen, reporting 
for the Scripps-Howard newspapers, to the effect that the Berlin Conference would prove 
to be the Yalta of the Republican Party. But, when I left Berlin, at the end of the second 
week of the Conference, my pro-British American friend, who had close contact with 


White House advisers, assured me the deal had not fallen through, but was only post- 
poned. I did not believe him. 


























In the final outcome both of us seem to have been proved wrong. Soviet Russia 
has got her pro quo without giving us any guid. Molotov had made it clear all along 
that the Kremlin’s main objective in coming to Berlin was agreement on a “Five Power” | 
conference with Red China. This was finally agreed upon. But we failed to win any agree- | 


ment on either Germany or Austria, which was supposed to be the purpose of the Berlin 
Conference. 




















Mr. Dulles’ brave little attempt to represent the Berlin Conference as a victory for 
our side, because we still formally refuse to “recognize”? the Red China Government, 
cannot change the facts. Our agreement to join Soviet Russia in inviting the Red Gov- 
ernment to Geneva must encourage the U.N. to consider Red China’s admission. There is 


little doubt that Senator George of Georgia was right in saying that the Soviets got just 
what they wanted in Berlin. 





















NE CAN ONLY wonder what caused Dulles to give way, after his adamant refusal 
O at the beginning even to consider a Five Power Conference with Red China. Per- 
haps the explanation is to be found in the fact that, as he told a press conference on Sun- 
day, February 7, he had had a two-hour talk (presumably by phone) “with the United 
States” the day before. Correspondents who were present gathered that this had led to 
a softening of his attitude on China, for Dulles also said, on that Sunday, he would go 
along with Bidault on the Far East. And Bidault as early as the Thursday of the first 
week of the conference had thrown overboard the original Western position that only 
an agreement on Germany could convince us of Soviet sincerity, by declaring an agree- 
ment on Indo-China sufficient. Who in Washington pulled the strings on Dulles? 

One had the impression in Berlin that Dulles was another Woodrow Wilson. Un- 
doubtedly, he was sincere in his view of Communist Russia and Communist China as rep- 
































presentatives of ‘‘evil”, but he was no match for his “realistic” French and British col- 
leagues. Moreover, he displayed a lamentable ignorance of the nature and aims of the 
Soviet Government, as when he stated, in his February 24 radio and television speech, that 
“we should remain ever watchful for a sign from the Soviet rulers that they realize that 
freedom is not something to be frightened by, but something to be accepted’. 

As if the rulers of Russia could be brought to ‘accept’ their own liquidation by giv- 
ing the Russian people freedom of choice between liberty and slavery! 

I do not profess to know what makes Mr. Dulles tick. But, to judge from the type 
of ‘advisers’ he had in Berlin, one surmises that he was overruled or over-persuaded by 
Mr. C. D. Jackson, “Chip” Bohlen, Dr. Conant and the other New Deal “Republicans” 
who surrounded him. 

‘If there was any “victor” at Berlin besides Russia, it was France. Having performed 
wonderfully at Berlin, by rejecting Moscow’s appeals to France to join Russia in keeping 
down her hereditary enemy Germany, Bidault earned Dulles’ gratitude. He was con- 
sidered to have risked his political neck by his full support of America and E.D.C., al- 
though the cynics pointed out that he had in reality nothing to lose, either for himself or 
his party; everyone knew E.D.C. would never be ratified by the French Parliament. How- 
ever, his bold, brave words at Berlin, and his apparent readiness to support Dulles at every 
turn, in the give and take with Molotov, earned him what Paris wants as much as Mos- 
cow, namely, negotiations with Russia and Red China for an end to the Indo-China war. 


ye TO KEEP his spirits up, in spite of having been forced, or persuaded, to 
abandon the bold moral position he originally adopted in Berlin, Mr. Dulles is 
insisting that — thanks to the Conference — the ratification of E.D.C. (that means German 
rearmament) has been brought nearer. Both in his report to the Senate and in his radio 
speech on February 24, as in his press conferences in Berlin, Mr. Dulles insisted that the 
Soviet “‘alternatives to Western planning” are so repellent that the free nations of Western 
Europe, including France, will now recognize the necessity of permitting West Germany 
to rearm. 

-- Yet, even Dr. Adenauer, who has continued to believe, or hope, against all the evi- 
dence, that France can be reconciled with Germany and brought to see reason so that she 
will stop blocking all plans for European defense, said, after the Conference, that ratifi- 
cation of E.D.C. by France would have to wait until after the Geneva Conference in April. 
But this conference on Asia, arranged by Molotov, in return for no concessions to the 
West, will only serve as a further excuse to delay parliamentary debate in France on 
the E.D.C. treaty. This treaty in fact is no longer believed in or wanted except by Dr. 
Adenauer and the United States and, maybe, the Dutch. , 

In a word, the Berlin Conference constituted a resounding defeat for the United 
States. . The British may be satisfied, since they have in fact ‘‘won” the solution suggested 











by the London Times, namely, ‘“‘regulating the peace on the basis of the continued division 
of Germany”. . 


pt Oop BERLIN CONFERENCE once again proved the sad truth of the statement frequently 
made by the late Mayor of Berlin, Dr. Ernst Reuter: ‘“The strength of the Soviets 
consists of the weakness and ignorance of the West.” When I visited his widow in Berlin, 
she told me that when he was dying she had said, “God help us’, and his last words had 
been: ‘‘He must, there is so much more to do.” “If Ernst were alive’’, said Frau Reuter, 
“he might have been able to instill the necessary courage into the leaders of the West to 


prevent them from giving in to the Kremlin instead of taking advantage of the opportunity 
afforded by Soviet Russia’s present weakness.”’ 































It is, however, doubtful whether even the courageous Mayor of Berlin could have 
changed the outcome of the Berlin Conference. One could not mix with the veritable 
army of foreign correspondents in Berlin without realizing that the British and the French 
would eventually have their way. True, M. Bidault and Mr. Eden made some excellent 
speeches. True, Mr. Dulles seemed to have put some backbone into the French. 

But the odds against the United States adopting a realistic policy were too great. 
Not even the Germans were in favor of our risking war now in order to obviate the 
future certainty of war when Moscow is ready. Much less the British, who want peace 
in Our time at any price, or the foolish French whose views were expounded nightly at the 
Maison Francais to American correspondents by that now ancient bird of ill omen, Gene- 
vieve Tabouis: ‘Our main purpose in Berlin is to prevent the rearmament of Germany.” 
When I asked her whether she did not feel she had been wrong in the past, she exploded: 
“Wrong, what do you mean? Soviet Russia has never waged any war but a defensive 
one. It is Germany we have to fear.” More significant than the ravings of foolish or posi- 
tively pro-Communist or “neutralist’” French correspondents in Berlin, was the attitude 
of a large number of American journalists, who longed for the bad old days of our col- 
laboration with Soviet Russia. 

The contrast between the “home front” and the front line in the cold war was never 
more clearly illustrated than in Berlin. The people of that bomb-devastated city, to- 
gether with the thousands of East German escapees eking out a miserable existence in over- 
crowded refugee camps, are not afraid of the Russians. They know, as we do not, that 
the Russian people are the unacknowledged allies of the West, and that it is only our con- 
tinuing concessions to the Communist tyrants who rule them which prevents the liberation 
of the world. The people of Berlin and of the Soviet zone are among the few who echo 
Patrick Henry’s words: “Give me liberty or give me death.” In the words of their own 
slogan, “Better a horrible end than horror without end.” 





Freda Utley, author of the China Story (1951), has just returned from Germany where she covered the Berlin 
Conference. 
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